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tion  of  first  wave  respondents  with  that  of  other 
panel  surveys,  we  proceed  to  model  selectivity  of 
attrition in two steps: we first build separate wave-
to-wave models, and second a longitudinal all-wave 
model.  The  latter model  includes  wave  interaction 
effects. The first models allow for tracing of selec-
tivity  development,  i.e. whether  an  initial  selectiv-





Our  results  support  the  findings  in  the  literature: 
attritors are in general the younger people and the 





and  who  exhibit  a  worse  reporting  behavior.  This 
pattern is rather cumulative than compensating over 
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deren  Haushaltpanels  wird  die  Selektivität  in  zwei 




Letzteres  enthält  Wellendummies.  Die  Übergangs-
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1 Introduction1
The major purpose of a household panel survey, in which individuals in households are surveyed 
repeatedly over waves, is to represent the real dynamics in the sample population. If individuals 
other than non-sample cases drop out of the panel (“attrition”2), this has at first obvious con-
sequences on the longitudinal sample size. However, other than making analyses impossible due 
to cell sizes becoming too small after some waves, or merely producing higher standard errors in 
descriptive statistics, a selective attrition may in addition lead to wrong conclusions of important 
measures under consideration. For instance, in a recent analysis, Stocké and Stark (2005) show 
with data from the Eurobarometer that due to listwise deletion of individuals because of item 
nonresponse the share of persons going to a vote is around 9% higher than including the whole 
sample. Because the mechanisms leading to item nonresponse in a cross-sectional survey or to 
attrition in a panel survey might originate from similar factors (Loosveldt/Pickery/Billiet 2002, 
and the literature review below), we generally suspect a selective attrition in longitudinal surveys. 
E.g. in the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS), several refusal conversion techniques are being 
applied, showing that converted refusals have characteristics which are partly distinct from easier 
to convince respondents (Burton et al. 2004). Thus the characteristics of the members of a panel 
might well change after a longer time period. 
Attrition is usually modelled and predicted with the help of standard socio demographic 
variables collected in a former wave. E.g., in the German GSOEP the size of the community a 
respondent lives is significant for the odds of a successful contact (Spiess/Kroh 2005). In the 
European Household Panel (ECHP) the individual longitudinal panel response can be explained 
to a good extent by the socio-demographic variables age, employment status (i.e., full-time vs. 
not), and partnership (Nicholetti/Perrachi 2005).  However, it is important to note that the socio-
demographics are “fallible: they are correlates, not causes of the survey participatory behaviour” 
(Groves/Couper 1996: 81). This is emphasized also by Stoop (2005), who specify these causes for 
(non)cooperation: “social isolation, social participation, …, interest in societal well-being, doing 
voluntary work, political interest and knowledge, …, electoral participation, the type of sponsor, 
and attitudes towards surveys” (p. 126). Therefore, if available, variables measuring political inter-
est and social participation (e.g. Pickery/Loosveldt/Carton 2001), and item nonresponse (INR) on 
difficult (Loosveldt/Pickery/Billiet 2002) or sensitive (Schräpler 2004) questions to include motiva-
1 This work is supported by the Swiss National Science Foundation. I wish to thank my colleagues at the SHP for their 
valuable comments. Eric Graf suggested to conduct an in-depth correlation analysis, which led to the finally used 
aggregated health and satisfaction parameters. I would like to thank three anonymous reviewers for helpful com-
ments. Any responsibility for the analysis or interpretations presented in this paper is however with the author.
2 With the term attrition we refer to all drop outs of a panel survey, i.e. refusals (non-cooperation) and non con-
tacts of all interview eligible individuals (i.e. all who continue to be part of the sample: all who did not decease, 
are not being institutionalized, or for whom a valid reason for a proxy interview is given; see for the latter in the 























































































































of the SHP. Note that similar to Nicoletti/Peracchi  (2005),  if we talk about nonresponse  in the first wave, we 
distinguish between noncontact and refusal.
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out of the 14,174 (gross) addresses drawn from the national telephone register and called 
by the interviewers, 1,025 were no valid telephone numbers (fax etc.). This leaves 13,149 
net addresses.
out of the 13,149 net addresses, 1,065 could not be reached (i.e. 8.1% non contact rate).
out of the 12,084 contacted households, 2,712 (22.5%) are non-sample cases (i.e. business 
lines, language problems, etc.), 2,309 of the remaining 9,366 households (24.7%) refused 
to complete the grid questionnaire.
out of the 7,057 households who completed the grid questionnaire, 1,062 (15.0%) refused 
to complete the household main questionnaire.
out of the remaining 5,995 households, in 921 households (15.4%) all individuals refused 
to complete their individual questionnaire.
This leaves us with a household net response rate of 48.6% (5,074 “completed” households of 
10,437 sample households), i.e. the grid and household questionnaires are completed and at least 
one household member filed his/her individual questionnaire.
On the individual level, according to the screening results from the household grid ques-
tionnaire, there are 10,293 individuals living in the 5,074 participating households. Of these, 921 
(9.0%) are non-sample cases (language problems, illness, etc.). Of the remaining 9,372 persons, 
1,573 (16.8%) refused, leaving a sample of 7,799 respondents. 
Because, apart from the geographical region, there is no information on the gross sample, 
sample selectivity can in principle only be calculated using information of the households who 
completed the grid questionnaire. Based on the screened households, it can be shown that foreign 
households are underrepresented. Within households, males, younger individuals, and again per-
sons with foreign nationality answer to the survey in a worse way (Cornali/Vonlanthen 2001). 
In all it can be assumed that due to nonresponse, in the first SHP wave especially foreign 
individuals are underrepresented to a quite strong degree.
2.2 Attrition in the SHP compared with other panel surveys
Despite various measures to motivate panel participants (Budowski/Scherpenzeel 2005), the SHP 
faces a relatively high attrition of around 17% per year. This figure is higher than in other well 
established large (mostly CAPI) panels like the German SOEP (e.g. Kroh/Spiess 2005), the British 
BHPS (e.g. Burton et al. 2004) or the US PSID7. However we talk about attrition in a comparatively 
restrictive longitudinal manner: we only include persons who already answered the individual 
questionnaire in the first wave, and thus – other than sometimes done in other panels – do not 
include any new entrants into the panel8. Nevertheless, e.g. the first sample in the SOEP faces a 
longitudinal attrition of 10% during the transition from wave 1 (in 1984) to wave 2, 7% from 
7 See the various articles in the Journal of Human Resources 33 (2), Special Issue: Attrition in Longitudinal Surveys, 1998.





















# Respondents eligible in all waves until wave 5 7654 10264
# Participants first wave, with all waves until wave 5 3891 7246
First 5 wave response rate [%] 50.8 70.6
The attrition in the SHP is almost 20% points higher than in the BHPS.
Sex SHP all SHP 5w BHPS all BHPS 5w
Proportion of men [%] 43.6 42.3 47.7 46.2
With about 1.4% point differences between the men’s share in the total and the stayer sample, 
the differences are about the same in both surveys.
Age [%] SHP all SHP 5w BHPS all BHPS 5w
14 (BHPS: 16) - 24 15.2 10.4 15.9 14.6
25-34 19.0 17.8 19.1 20.0
35-44 23.2 25.7 17.5 19.1
45-54 18.9 20.9 14.5 15.0
55-64 12.2 13.7 12.9 13.3
65-74   8.1  8.5 12.1 11.9
75+   3.4  3.0   8.0  6.1





Marital Status [%] SHP all SHP 5w BHPS all BHPS 5w
Divorced or separated  6.7  6.7  5.7  5.8
Living as couple  7.4  6.6  6.  6.4
Married 57.8 6.4 58. 61.0
Never married 2.7 19.1 20.7 18.6




Education [%] SHP all SHP 5w BHPS all BHPS 5w
High (Degree) 1.2 4.6 2. 25.8
Middle (Level, Other) 47.5 47. 41.4 42.2
Low/ No Qualification 21. 18.1 4.7 1.4
The SHP and BHPS differences in percentage points between the total and stayer samples with 
respect to education are about the same.
Household Size [%] SHP all SHP 5w BHPS all BHPS 5w
1 PHH 17.4 16.8 1.7 1.1
2 PHH 0.0 29.5 .4 .7
3 PHH 15.5 14.6 20.4 20.4
4+ PHH 7.2 9.1 2.5 2.8
Compared to the BHPS, larger households are slightly overrepresented in the SHP after five waves.
Household Income: Quintiles SHP all SHP 5w BHPS all BHPS 5w
Lowest 20.0 16.7 20.0 17.5
2 20.0 19.8 20.0 19.2
3 20.0 20.7 20.0 20.8
4 20.0 21.1 20.0 20.9
Highest 20.0 21.4 20.0 21.6
As to income quintiles, the SHP distribution is not very different from that of the BHPS. 
General Health SHP all SHP 5w BHPS all BHPS 5w
Very well .5 4.0 28.2 29.2
Well 50.4 51.7 45.0 45.7
Average 1.8 12.7 18.6 17.7
Bad  2.0  1.6  6.2  5.6













































































































































































Next, we  include variables measuring  the  interview quality of  the preceding wave.  The 























































In  the  following, we  identify and  interpret  the  selective effects  in  the  single  transition 
models. 







tive  effects  as  regards  to attrition  in  the first  and  the  third  transition. An explanation  is  that 





of age, and  for  the married persons;  for  the  former  there  is a negative attrition effect  in  the 
second and especially the fourth wave, which further cumulates in the sixth wave. Very severely 















































Regarding  the  data  quality  characteristics  of  the  interviews  preceding  the wave  under 
investigation, especially those who use many extreme categories answers to the subjective questions 
















































































Overall we find  that  individuals who generally  show a higher panel  loyalty attrite  to a 
higher extent due to the “events” considered. This may prove their sensitivity toward additional 




In  this  article we analyze attrition  in  the Swiss Household Panel  (SHP)  from wave  two  (2000) 
through wave seven (2005). We only include individuals, who already completed the individual 
questionnaire in the first wave, and are still interview eligible in the wave under consideration.
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Single Wave Models (single transitions) All Wave Model (indiv. clustering controlled)




Number of kids in household -- -- --
Male ++ ++
age14-19 Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Reference category
age20-29 ++ ++ +
age0-9 ++ --
age40-49 --


















Household moved within last 12 months -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Household has intention to move within next 
12 months 









TOPIC INTEREST AND MOTIVATION
Engaged in voluntary work - - -
(Potential) Political Participation -- -- -- +
Political Left orientation -
Political interest -- -- -- -- -- --
Subjective questions noanswer
Number of extreme categories ++ ++ + ++
Number of middle categories +
Income noanswer ++ ++
Response rate within household -- -- -- -- -- -- --
SURVEY STATUS OF INDIVIDUAL
Person is Reference Person (only more-adult-HH) -- -- -- - - -- +
N 7769 6333 5719 4874 4332 3592 N=32619, p=0.20 (Intra-cluster coeff.)
MCFadden Pseudo R2 0.068 0.064 0.057 0.053 0.045 0.055 -
LR chi2 506 331 309 212 209 176 Wald chi2  (Deg. Freedom=180) 1485
“+”=positive, 1% significance level, ++”=positive, 1‰  significance level, “-”=negative, 1% significance level, --”=negative, 1‰  significance level. “.”= n.a. 
Single wave models: forward regression. All wave model: only significant (1%) effects indicated.
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Table 2  “Quantitative“ influence on attrition
Single Wave Models (single transitions) All Wave Model (indiv. clustering controlled)
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 base +2001 +2002 +2003 +2004 +2005
Wave effect (only all wave model) Ref. .83 .88 .38 1.17 .97
SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHY
Number of adults in household 1.19 1.05 .94 .97 1.02 1.13 1.02
Number of kids in household .89 .84 .85 1.01 .98 1.06 1.15 1.01
Male 1.25 1.19
age14-19 Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Reference category
age20-29 1.57 1.74 1.38 .96 
age30-39 .64 .57
age40-49 .54
age50-59 .78 .67 .75 .42
age60-69 .65 .46
age70- 1.48 .75
Married .72 .77 .99 .78 .86 .87 1.01 .96
Education high .95 .94 .88 .91 .94 1.03
Full time employed 1.09 1.06 1.15 1.15 .98 1.11
Part time employed .74 .71 1.1 .82 1.08 1.06 .71 .9
Unemployed      1.61 1 .69 1.27 1.23 .76
Swiss Citizen  .65     .61 1.15 1.27 1.36 1.23 1.66
Language Swiss German 1.58 1.23 1.14 .84 1.41 1.08 .73
Lake Geneva Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Reference category
Middleland .97 Only base effect
North-West CH  .95 Only base effect
Zurich  .90 Only base effect
East-CH 1.40  1.05 Only base effect
Central CH  .87 Only base effect
Ticino .95 Only base effect
Lives in Urban Centre      .98 1.29 .98 .99 .98 .82
Household moved within last 12 months .39 .38 .26 .21 .20 .18 .33 1.45 .77 .83 .71 .66
Household has intention to move within 
next 12 months 
. 1.28 . 1.39 1.26 1.32  . . . . . .
SOCIAL ISOLATION
House bad .98 1.03 1.06 1.06 .96 1.07
House owner       .83 1.25 1.11 1.07 .95 1.1
Satisfaction with various aspects .80 .82 .79 .75 1.06 1.06 1.12 1.44 1.23
HEALTH
Health Problems 1.31 .71 .95 .95 .77 .92
Health improved during last 12 months .99 1.01 1.01 1.04 1.05 .99
Do_sports .74 1.07 .99 .99 .74 .8 .98
TOPIC INTEREST AND MOTIVATION
Engaged in voluntary work .77 .78 .86 1.01 .88 .89 .88 1.06
(Potential) Political Participation .85 .84 .82 .84 1.04 1.19 1.14 1.12 .96
Political Left orientation .89 1.05 1.16 1.04 1.16 1.06
Political interest .77 .82 .79 .75 .74 .82 1.07 1.01 1.04 .9 .9
Subjective questions noanswer .97 1.15 1.21 1.21 1.08 1.33
Number of extreme categories 1.05 1.05 1.03 1.03 1.01 1.03 1.01 .96 1
Number of middle categories 1.07 1.01 1.01 .98 1.05 1.03 .97
Income noanswer 1.35      1.42 .84 .79 .79 .83 .8
Response rate within household .14 .14 .23 .22 .30 .20 .14 .84 1.2 1.55 1.68 1.16
SURVEY STATUS OF INDIVIDUAL
Person is Reference Person (only more-
adult-HH)
.56 .66 .63 .77 .72 .6 1.17 1.52 1.22 1.32 1.26
N 7769 6 5719 4874 42 592 N=2619, p=.20 (Intra-cluster coeff.)
MCFadden Pseudo R2 .068 .064 .057 .05 .045 .055 -
LR chi2 506 1 09 212 209 176 Wald chi2  (Deg. Freedom=180) 1485
odds ratios. “.”= n.a. Single wave models: only significant (1%) effects from  forward regression model included.
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